treatment of Hong Kong cinema, exquisitely captured the anxieties of 1997 and gained influence beyond its field. Its core argument holds that the problem of postcolonial identity in Hong Kong is misleading: the real question is rather 'subjectivity in a space of disappearance' and understanding that 'postcoloniality is a tactic and a practice, not a legal-political contract or a historic accident' (Abbas 1997: 10) . With this formulation,
Abbas showed the problems of thinking about the postcolonial as a historical time, and persuasively demonstrated the multiple, complex and positional conditions of identity.
In treating the postcolonial as a question about the potential limits of understanding identity, 'culture and the politics of disappearance' turned a phrase on the handover and refracted images of the city whose future could only be imagined.
Yet for anyone concerned with the realities of the politics of cultural production and daily life in the city, the notion of 'subjectivity in a space of disappearance' (Abbas 1997: 10) should yield some pause: what 'space' and what conditions of 'disappearance'? In its dedication to the visual, and working through postmodern linguistic turns, such as "using disappearance to deal with disappearance" (7-8), the text conveys how understanding Hong Kong at the handover, and Hong Kong identity, cannot be achieved through fixed or limited representations.
1 Yet the linguistic formulation slips between representations and realities of the city, between film space and urban space: 'the way the city has been made to appear in many representations in fact works to make it disappear' (7). This slippage points to the incommensurability of using film space to understand urban space: in reality, the city cannot 'in fact' disappear.
Inspired by Paul Virilio's The Aesthetics of Disappearance (1991) , such critical inquiry based in visual studies captured the uncertain aesthetics of rapid change in Hong Kong, yet the fundamentally postmodern theoretical line-working through film text rather than material space-bracketed realities of the urban process and remained at an incommensurable distance from the realities of daily life. It reproduced Jane Jacobs'
(1996) caution about delineating the postcolonial at some level of postmodern 1 The 'Hong Kong handover' refers to the change of sovereignty over Hong Kong from Great Britain to the People's Republic of China, which took place on 1 July 1997. The handover is also used as the English-language translation of (Xianggang huigui zuguo), Hong Kong's return to the motherland, which is often shortened simply to (huigui, return). In the general sense, the hand-over refers to the time before and after 1997 but there is no set period of years defining the handover. The once common phrase 'in the run-up to 1997' or 'in the run-up to the handover' characterized the late colonial period and came into use after London and Beijing signed the Joint Agreement, in 1984, that defined the terms and planning process for the change of sovereignty. To say 'at the time of the handover' is to indicate the year 1997, and 'around the handover' may include up to two to three years before or after, but again there is no specified time span. In these ways, the time and space of cultural production in Hong Kong occupies transitory territory and locates its 'precariousness'-in lack of readily definitive status and uncertain future. Its measures emerge in postcolonial approaches that locate the problems of national frames-nationalizing histories and art histories of the national.
Artworks outside the national frame question linear narratives of history from a singular, authoritative worldview and they project alternatives. They often sketch the 'ordinary unseen' through images of local understandings that prevail irrespective of the elite-led state-capital urban process. Such projects also locate contradictions and hypocrisies embedded in state ideological frameworks that would work to circumscribe and limit the interests of average people, while maintaining social and economic inequalities. 
Cultural projects, art works
Within these perspectives, I turn to examine an episode in cultural production in Hong Kong through two simultaneous but unconnected events: the 2011 exhibit, 'Memories of King Kowloon,' marking the lifetime of the public calligraphy or calligraphy graffiti work by Tsang Tsou-choi (1921 Tsou-choi ( -2007 , and the graffiti imaging of the likeness of Ai Weiwei in Hong Kong, during his detention in Beijing in April 2011, by Tang Chin. As graffiti works, they are alternative art forms-street art-linked by their production on surfaces of the built environment in public space. They differ in form, style and performative approach and, ultimately, in reception in the city. In each case, I do not treat these cultural productions in the normative sense of art history, that is, establishing 'facts' about these artists because their works, in step with the thought of Rancière, exist outside the conventions of the world art system's efforts to establish provenance and biography for commercial valuation. worker left him partially disabled from a leg injury and he subsequently negotiated some of the world's busiest streets on crutches. His dedication to a fully alternative life practice led his wife and children to abandon him: no wonder his writing recreates familial and state-society relationships. His process of transforming social isolation into public culture resonated in the life of the street, and he often returned to repaint sites where municipal workers had only just removed or painted over his brushwork (Chung 2007 (Chung , 2011 . His territorial practice in public space produced an estimated 55,000
calligraphies on urban outcrops around the city (Lau 2011) , mostly in Kowloon.
The contradictions between Tsang's limited resources and power in the conventional sense and his adopted royal 'brush name,' between his apparently precarious condition and the regularity of his practice, and between his limited education and his adoption of a form of expression-calligraphy-that represents formal education-in addition to his cultural mien in contrast to his ultimate cultural status-together suggest some of the paradoxical conditions that characterize meanings of culture and the city in Hong Kong.
In a city dominated by big banks and property development, and apparent endless concern with making money, these conditions of Tsang's practice and their symbolic meanings invert hierarchy, defy notions of status, problematize who produces cultureand uphold the significance of daily life experience in the face of an unknowable yet inevitable national future.
Tang Chin
By the second week of April 2011, stenciled likenesses of Ai Weiwei's face appeared around several of the major urban districts of Hong Kong, on nondescript walls, street surfaces, underground walkways and the occasional doorway. Their size was typically less than a meter and their locations tended to be relatively discreet (Figures 6 and 7) .
Despite their quiet appearance, without introductory fanfare, the stylized images, the city is wholly untenable. I would suggest instead that Tsang's and Chin's works in fact urge us to consider the significance of daily life in the city in all its appearances, and, in learning from difference and difference in identify formation, to reach for political-ethical understandings of social life and cultural production.
The crossover of these cultural projects-between graffiti, street art, art action, alternative performance art, political protest and rights campaign-and their multiple media of expression exemplifies qualities of the 'distribution of the sensible.' Jacques Rancière's understanding of the aesthetic regime-its collapse of medium specificity and its challenges to 'art,' in the normative sense, as a distinct practice-identifies the significance of art and cultural practice before and outside the market. His articulation recognizes diverse cultural projects in the world today whose products and material outcomes are not readily identifiable as 'art' in a public sphere that has been socialized by normative state discourses of 'creative industry,' that is, an expectation of 'culture' in saleable forms. His articulation recovers the distance between historic culturalpolitical movements of avant-gardes and places of the present where complex human issues need to be addressed. Certainly this understanding complicates who is an artist in the world today. It relieves the discipline of art history as final arbiter, and returns the idea of art to people whose cultural projects take shape in multiple contexts, dimensions and sensoria. In the contemporary neoliberal world economy, any cultural project that effectively resists the bounds of the art system has become a political project.
The enduring significance of Tsang Tsou-choi's practice in the daily life of urban Hong Kong continues to resonate in a city whose collective identity seeks to write its own history. The predictable commodification of his graffiti works subsequent to his death contrasts to reactions to the stenciled graffiti of Ai Weiwei on the street. In the same city at the same time, one alternative cultural practice received valorization and acclaim, while the other, in public space, antagonized the state and drew police interest to criminalize the activity. The police logic would seek to convey to the public that something is 'wrong' with Ai Weiwei and that something is wrong with supporting him.
However, in the context of the broader Hong Kong social movement, the logic works to opposite outcomes: if there is freedom of expression in Hong Kong, then 'who' is criminalizing the graffiti? If a graffito caption is in English in Hong Kong, who is the intended audience and what are the implications? Certainly the issue deserves more analysis than this brief treatment, including the future of these images of Ai Weiwei.
Already most of the images from the campaign that were circulating on the Internet have been taken down or copyrighted.
The circulation of the image in the context of contemporary globalization breaks the historic logic that the ephemeral is not cultural because it is not durable; and in recognizing the instabilities of the present, identifies hegemonic political economic logics and seeks modes of resistance. Within these perspectives, the works of Tsang and
Tang exemplify the potential of the image to contain and hold complex understandings of political and economic exigencies. In Hong Kong as a place that mastered rapid production for the world economy and then bequeathed its manufacturing apparatus, after 1979, to the PRC, Hong Kong as a global city-a center of 'flows'-is a pivotal site of the production and relay of images. It has also become, paradoxically, a center of arbitration over what is culture and cultural production in China.
